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equality founded on the principle of population does not admit
of a plausible answer, even in theory/
As for the validity of these two objections, the population
argument has been answered by a fall in the birth-rate. By a
curious irony it was mainly from some of the middle-class
Radicals that the working classes ultimately learnt birth-control,
which is essential to the possibility of successful Socialism, while
Socialists have been mostly hostile or indifferent. The other argu-
ment has grown less serious owing to the increased productivity
of labour. When the ordinary working day was from 12 to
15 hours, no doubt dread of destitution was a necessary in-
centive. But with modern methods, given proper organization,
very few hours a day would suffice, and these could be secured
by a discipline which would not be difficult to enforce.
Owen's villages, considered as a solution, were of course a
trifle absurd. A communistic system cannot be adequately tried
on a small scale; it must be extended at least over a whole
nation, if not over the whole world. The villages were to
combine agriculture and industry; each was to be as nearly
as possible self-supporting in the matter of food. Such a scheme
seemed natural in the industrial North in 1815, where isolated
factories, worked by water-power, were established in rural
districts; but in the modern world it is impossible for industrial
districts to produce their own food. No small community, now-
a-days, can ?JTTI at being economically self-contained, unless it is
prepared to accept a very low standard of life,
In other respects, however, there is still a very great deal to
be said for Owen's parallelograms. Unlike his contemporaries, he
did not think of life in terms of profit and loss; he remembered
beauty, the cultivation of the senses and the intellect, and, above
all, children. In a communal life such as he planned, it is
possible to have all the beauty of the Oxford and Cambridge
Colleges; it is possible to have space, fine public rooms, freedom
for children's work and pky. All these things the family indi-
vidualism to which we are accustomed makes impossible. It is
only by combination that men who are not richer than any one
should be can escape from squalor and enjoy the aesthetic
delights belonging to spacious architecture and an abundance of
air and sunshine. For children the modern urban world is a
prison, unless they are poor enough to be allowed to pky in the
streets, and even then it is unhealthy and dangerous. Owen
would have provided for important needs which are overlooked